To put public school spending in perspective, we compare it to estimated total expenditures in local private schools. We find that, in the areas studied, public schools are spending 93 percent more than the estimated median private school.
Citizens drastically underestimate current per-student spending and are misled by official figures. Taxpayers cannot make informed decisions about public school funding unless they know how much districts currently spend. And with state budgets stretched thin, it is more crucial than ever to carefully allocate every tax dollar.
This paper therefore presents model legislation that would bring transparency to school district budgets and enable citizens and legislators to hold the K-12 public education system accountable.
Introduction: Why Education Spending is THE State Budget Issue
State and local budgets are in sorry shape. Collectively, the states came up more than $158 billion short of projected tax revenue when planning their budgets for 2010 in 2009. 1 In response, more than 30 states raised taxes and 43 reduced services. 2 As the economy deteriorated and tax revenue plummeted more quickly than expected, 39 states discovered additional budget shortfalls of nearly $34 billion. 3 Together, these shortfalls add up to the largest gap on record, 28 percent of the general fund budgets for 2010. 4 The near future looks even bleaker than the present. As unemployment remains high and home prices fall or stagnate, states are facing an even larger estimated shortfall of $180 billion for 2011 and another $120 billion for 2012. 5 Compounding the growing problems at the state and local levels, federal stimulus funds used this year and next year to close shortfalls will evaporate, and most states' reserves were tapped long ago. The worst, in other words, is yet to come.
So what is to be done? Where can we cut unnecessary programs or increase efficiency in core services? Where can we save the most money? The answer is education.
K -12 schooling is the biggest item on state and local budgets. How big? Based on the 2005-2006 totals from the National Center for Education Statistics updated to 2009 dollars, state and local governments are spending well over $500 billion on public K-12 education. The Bush and Obama administrations have overseen a startling increase in the federal involvement in and funding of K-12 education, but state and local governments still provide the vast majority of funds. The federal government provides just 9 percent of education funds, compared to 44 percent from local sources and 47 percent from states. 6 The National Association of State Budget Officers reports that state governments spent 35 percent of their general funds on K-12 education in 2007 . 7 In contrast, Medicaid, continually singled out as a problematic state budget item, accounted for just 17 percent of generalfund expenditures. 8 The majority of Medicaid funds, however, come from the federal government. Looking at all state-derived funds, we find 25 percent devoted to K-12 education and 13 percent going to Medicaid. 9 The comparison is even more dramatic when we consider local funds in the equation. A sobering 27 cents of every dollar collected at the state or local level is consumed by the government-run K-12 education system, while only 8 cents support Medicaid. 10 The amount we spend on education has increased dramatically and consistently over the past century, with a 25 percent increase in per-pupil expenditures, in constant dollars, between 1995 and 2005. 11 This upward trajectory shows no sign of flagging, with total state education spending increasing even during this serious recession and amidst plummeting tax revenue, with the assistance of federal stimulus funds. The White House reports that elementary and secondary education spending at the state level increased from over $228 billion in [2007] [2008] to $236 billion the next, leveling off at $235 billion for 2009-2010. 12 Education spending is the single most serious burden on state budgets, and it will remain the most delicate and important state spending item with which tax and budget reformers must contend.
As this fiscal crisis continues to unfold, revenues continue to decline, federal stimulus funds run dry, and state and local governments will find themselves at the bottom of a deep financial hole. Local governments, already hit with huge declines in tax revenue from property taxes and other sources, will add to the state burden by falling short on their close to equal share of education funding, leading to calls for even more state aid. Since runaway education spending is a major cause of current and future budget problems, it is the best place to look in state and local budgets for serious savings.
But it is currently far too difficult for taxpayers and political representatives to get a handle on school finances. Without a clear idea of current spending levels in public and private schools, it is hard for the public and policymakers to know whether the current system is cost-effective or to assess the fiscal impact of expanding families' options with private school choice programs. To redress that knowledge gap, the final section of this paper presents model legislation requiring districts to publish up-to-date spending figures, fully inclusive of every dollar spent on behalf of K-12 education.
Step One for Saving Money:
Know How Much You Spend
It's so simple as to seem trivial. To get control of a budget, you need to know how much you make, how much you spend, and what you're spending it on. Every financial planner starts with these basics, which provide the keys to fiscal responsibility. If you're not able to afford the rent that consumes half of your income, you can reap savings from renting a cheaper apartment. We know that K-12 education is the biggest single cost to state and local governments, eating up close to a third of their revenues. And yet most citizens and politicians have little or no idea how much we are spending on education at a per-pupil level.
Each year, the National Center for Education Statistics publishes public-school spending data for the nation. However, the data they publish is three or four years out of date. More recent national data are unavailable. To make matters worse, many education analysts pay less attention to the total spending figures than to what are called "current" expenditures. In this context, "current" has nothing to do with the timeliness of the data. Instead, it refers to a subset of school spending that excludes whole categories of expenditures that are necessary for schools to function, such as capital costs, debt service, and employee benefits. Knowledge of what is spent at the local level tends to be even more skewed and less widespread, even among "experts." And the general public is, according to national surveys, completely in the dark about such facts.
Most citizens don't have any idea how much is spent per child in public schools. When asked how much was spent in their state, only about 7 percent of Floridians guessed a figure that was close to or higher than the NCES figure of about $9,800 for that year. Sixty-three percent thought their state was spending $6,000 or less.
This information gap isn't limited to citizens of the Sunshine State. In Idaho, only 26 percent of citizens picked the answer closest to or higher than the NCES figure of about $7,800; in Illinois, only 11 percent answered close to or higher than the NCES figure of about $10,600; and in Maryland, only 8 percent answered close to or higher than the NCES figure of about $13,000. 13 So the public doesn't know how much is spent to educate children in their state. And for good reason: it's very difficult to find good, up-to-date information on how much public school systems are spending per child. And it's most difficult at the district level.
States collect information on district expenditures, but the level of detail, clarity, and availability varies widely from state to state. The federal government collects information as well, but it doesn't provide timely or well-publicized data on individual districts, the most important level of information for taxpayers to know about. And as noted above, the out-of-date "current" spending figures from official federal and local sources do not represent the total spending per child.
The best place to look for timely information on total spending at the district level is in individual school district budget documents. Unfortunately, these documents suffer from many of the same problems found in state and federal data, while adding a few of their own. Some district budgets are not published online, and hard copies are usually difficult to secure. The budgets are complex and often confusing, and it can be a time-consuming challenge to find an official who is both capable and willing to help decode them.
It's very difficult to find good, up-to-date information on how much public school systems are spending per child.
Sometimes it's necessary to triangulate the correct number by comparing district, state, and even regional budget figures for a district. Typically, each level of government and department will use slightly different formulas for tallying "funds" (i.e., budget categories), including or excluding different expenses for different reasons.
For instance, Table 1 displays the reported total actual spending figures for Arlington, Virginia, in 2008 according to the school district's own budget document, a state document on total district spending, and a document on D.C. metro districts published by the Washington Area Boards of Education. There is more than a $10 million increase from the district to the state spending figure, and an approximately $8 million additional increase to the regional total spending figure for Arlington. In other words, there's an $18 million difference between regional and district figures.
School districts typically account for funds and spending differently than you and I account for our household budget or the way that a business keeps its books. What is most important to school budget directors is accounting for and tracking the kaleidoscope of revenue streams and program funds, not the total amount that is spent in a given year. From a district administrator's perspective, she just needs to know if the funding streams and individual program budgets line up. Do we have enough money coming in from grants and transfers for remedial reading programs to cover the expected budget for this year? Is the health and retirement fund receiving the amount of operating fund revenue required by statute? These are important things to know. But this is not all that the public, or, for that matter, school bureaucrats, should know.
Citizens need to know how much is being spent per child, regardless of where the dollars come from or are going to, in order to judge whether the district has enough money to educate a child. If a district is spending $30,000 per child, surely that is enough to ensure a high-quality education. If the school buildings are nonetheless in disrepair and the kids can't read, then there is good reason to suspect that a massive share of that money is being wasted.
Discovering the real cost of education requires a significant time commitment for each individual school district. That presents an even bigger problem: there are 13,862 regular school districts in the United States. That's about 277 per state. Even if one were able to fully document the real per-pupil spending for each district with just one day of work-which is typically not the case-it would mean that determining real costs for each state would take more than a full year of 4 Citizens need to know how much is being spent per child in order to judge whether the district has enough money to educate a child. 14 We looked at the five biggest metro areas, plus Washington, D.C., and then at the closest K-12 districts with the highest and lowest per-capita income levels according to the census, for a total of 18 public school districts.
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Through these examples, we demonstrate that the most widely reported per-pupil spending figures give a grossly inaccurate impression of the resources that Americans devote to public education. The low-income Lawrence Union Free School District in New York, for instance, spends about $30,000 per student. That certainly seems like far more money than is needed to provide a child with a good K-12 education.
Citizens respond to new information, and even moderately accurate information on education spending changes their policy preferences significantly. A survey by Education Next and the Program on Education Policy and Governance at Harvard University found that support for increased education spending dropped by 8 percentage points (46 to 38) for respondents who were told what their district's per-pupil spending figure was compared to respondents who were not given the spending figure. Among African American respondents, support fell dramatically, from 82 to 48 percent. And these drops occurred despite the fact that the per-pupil spending figure given to respondents was from 2005-2006 and counted only current, rather than total expenditures. 16 Total expenditures per pupil run about 16 percent higher on average than current expenditures, which don't include things like transportation, capital expenses, and debt service. Correcting commonly cited spending figures to represent total expenditures and current-year dollars raises the average perpupil spending figure by nearly 25 percent. 17 American citizens are being kept in the dark on education spending, and this imposed ignorance affects the policy and political environment.
Findings
In this section, we turn to our findings for the five largest metro areas and the nation's capital. A few of the 18 school districts report information in a relatively accessible form, and one even reports an up-to-date total spending per-pupil figure that comes fairly close to the real value (real spending is a mere 3 percent higher than its reported figure, a modest difference compared to other districts). Most, however, fall far short of the mark. The overviews below illustrate how misleading are the most widely available spending figures for school districts, and demonstrate the need for a clearer, more transparent system.
We also review the financial situation in each state and metropolitan area in order to provide additional context for the district spending figures and to demonstrate the urgent need for increased budget transparency. A comparison of public per-pupil spending with an estimate of what a median private school spends in each metro area is also provided.
Phoenix, Arizona, Metro Area
Although the Phoenix area schools spend less than many other big-city districts, the average real per-pupil spending figure of $11,800 is 27 percent higher than the average $9,300 the Phoenix districts claim to spend.
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In addition, real public school spending is more than 75 percent higher than the estimated median private school spending of just under $7,000.
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Cave Creek, with per-pupil spending just shy of $14,000 (Figure 1 ), has the highest spending of the three Phoenix-area districts we examined. This real spending figure is 54 percent higher than the official figure-the largest gap of the three districts in this metro area. Paradise Valley comes in second place, spending over $12,300 per student. And Deer
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American citizens are being kept in the dark on education spending, and this imposed ignorance affects the policy and political environment.
Valley spends the least of the three, at over $9,300 per pupil (Table 2) .
This fiscal year, Arizona has grappled with a budget that fell $4.7 billion short-nearly 50 percent of the total general fund. Next year looks difficult as well, with projected revenues falling short of projected spending by $2.5 billion. On the heels of a $270 million, 22 percent budget cut, Phoenix still faces an almost $100 million shortfall this year and possible tax hikes on top of service cuts. 21 "We have to ask residents: Do they want these draconian cuts?" said Mayor Phil Gordon. "Do they want to be understaffed in fire and police? I, for one, think our residents would want to continue the way of life in this city."
22 Like most of the country, the Phoenix area is facing another year of seriously constrained revenue and continuing budget pressures.
Los Angeles, California, Metro Area
Although California is considered a relatively low-spending state when it comes to education, the Los Angeles metro area comes in third place for average real spending in our study. 23 The average real per-pupil spending figure of $19,000 is a stunning 90 percent higher than the $10,000 the districts claim to spend. In addition, real public school spending is 127 percent higher than the estimated median private school spending of $8,400.
Los Angeles, spending just over $25,000 per student, is the highest spending of the three LA-area districts we examined ( Figure 2 ). This real spending figure is 151 percent higher than the official figure-the largest gap of any district in this metro area and the largest gap of any district in our study. Beverly Hills comes in second place, spending over $20,500 per student. And Lynwood spends the least of the three, at just over $11,000 per pupil (Table 3) .
The California budget has been the focus of much media attention, with the state actually running out of cash and issuing scrip to some businesses in lieu of payment this summer. 24 In fiscal year 2010 California has continued to wrestle with a shocking $46.6 billion gap in its budget, a sum that is over 50 percent of the total general fund budget. Next year looks difficult as well, with the state $7.4 billion off in revenues for projected spending in FY2011-and the revenue environment likely to worsen.
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Los Angeles has also been hit with significantly decreased tax revenue by the economic downturn, with battles erupting over tax hikes and cuts to services such as the police. The city is still grappling with a $405 million shortfall in this year's budget, and the next year is unlikely to bring any relief from the pressure.
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The average real per-pupil spending figure of $19,000 is a stunning 90 percent higher than the $10,000 the districts claim to spend. Table 3 below, and full references are in Appendix A.
Washington, DC, Metro Area
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The Washington metro area comes in second highest in spending for our study at an average $22,400 per pupil ( Figure 3 ). Only New York tops that figure. 28 This real perpupil spending figure is 34 percent higher than the average of $16,700 stated by the school districts. Real public school spending is also more than double the estimated median private school spending of $11,000.
The District of Columbia, at over $28,000 per student, has the highest spending of the three DC-area districts we examined. This real spending figure is 61 percent higher than the official one-the largest gap of any district in the area. Arlington comes in second place, spending just under $24,000 per student. And Prince George's spends the least of the three, at just over $15,000 per pupil (Table 4) .
Washington, DC and the surrounding metro area were spared the depths of the economic downturn that many other regions suffered in 2009, but revenues have dropped nonetheless and local and state governments in Virginia and Maryland have struggled with cuts to their planned budgets as a result.
In Washington, mid-year revenue projection revisions exposed a $190 million gap in the 2009 budget after already closing an $800 million shortfall earlier in the year, a $150 million shortfall for 2010, and a total of $340 million shortfall over the next two years. "The recession we have is the deepest, widest, in 70 years," Chief Financial Officer of the District of Columbia Natwar M. Gandhi, said. "It's an economic tsunami out there, and it has caught up with us." Gandhi expected the economic situation to remain grim through at least 2012. 29 Virginia is also wrestling with budget problems, with $5.6 billion in revenue shortfalls addressed after the 2010 budget took effect, and another $1 billion in shortfalls appearing soon thereafter. 30 In Arlington, officials have announced that cuts in services and tax increases are on the table to close to an $80 million to $100 million gap in the 2010 budget. 31 And in Maryland's Prince George's 8
The Washington metro area comes in second highest in spending for our study, at an average $22,400 per pupil. County, budget shortfalls led to a prolonged battle over a hiring freeze, layoffs, a furlough plan that a federal judge ruled unconstitutional, and calls for tapping into the reserve 9
Figure 3 Real Spending Per Pupil Compared with Figure Provided by Public Schools
Source: Notes for the figure are in Table 4 below, and the full references in Appendix A. fund. 32 Despite the relative good fortune of the DC metro area, it is clear that budget issues are likely to cause significant problems in the years ahead.
Chicago, Illinois, Metro Area
The Chicago metro area comes in fourth in average per-pupil spending, and, although it is still quite misleading, has the most accurately reported per-pupil spending figures in our study. 33 The average real per-pupil spending figure of nearly $14,800 is about 23 percent higher than the metro average of $12,000 that the districts claim to spend. In addition, real public school spending is about 67 percent higher than the estimated median private school spending of just under $9,000.
The City of Chicago, which spends over $15,800 per student, has the highest spending of the three Chicago-area districts we examined (Figure 4 ). This is 38 percent higher than the official spending figure-the largest gap of any district we examined. Elmhurst comes in a close second, spending about $15,200 per student and 30 percent more than the stated figure. North Chicago spends the least of the three districts, at over $13,300 per pupil, which is just 3 percent higher than the official spending figure. This 3 percent disparity is the smallest difference we found in any metroarea district in this study (Table 5) .
This fiscal year 2010, Illinois has grappled with a budget that fell $13.2 billion short, nearly 38 percent of the total general fund budget. Next year looks extremely difficult as well, with another $11.7 billion deficit based on projected revenues and spending. 34 Chicago Mayor Richard Daley has been looking for ways to avoid tax and fee increases amid a worsening budget climate and economy. Facing a $520 million budget gap, the mayor has proposed raiding the city's reserve fund created by selling long-term leases on its parking meters and the Chicago Skyway. 35 
New York, New York, Metro Area
The New York metro area has the highest average real per-pupil spending among the metro areas in this study, and the average real per-pupil spending figure of more than $26,900 is 44 percent higher than the average of $18,700 that the districts claim to spend ( Figure 5) . 36 Real public school spending is almost 155 percent higher than the estimated 10 The City of Chicago, which spends over $15,800 per student, has the highest spending of the three Chicago-area districts we examined. Great Neck, at more than $29,800 per student, has the highest spending of the three New York-area districts we examined. This 11 Lawrence, however, spends nearly the same amount at just over $29,400. This is 70 percent higher than the stated figure and the largest gap of any district examined in this area. New York City spends the least of the three, at about $21,500 per pupil, 22 percent higher than stated (Table 6 ). New York state has been through prolonged budget turmoil this year, struggling to close a $21 billion budget gap, which is nearly 38 percent of the total general fund budget. Nonetheless, Governor David Paterson announced in November that the state could go bankrupt by Christmas without an additional $3.2 billion cut. 37 New York is facing another budget gap of $6.8 billion for the next fiscal year, and if past is prologue, it stands to be even larger.
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In New York City, the economic downturn and increased taxes have ravaged the tax base and created huge budget pressures. Mayor Michael Bloomberg has discussed cuts to the police department and other services to deal with the $1.3 billion shortfall this year and the city's projected $5 billion gap for next year. 39 Like other cities, the problem of falling local revenue is compounded by cuts in funding from a state government facing the same declines in tax revenue. 40 
Houston, Texas, Metro Area
The Houston metro area comes in secondlowest in average, real per-pupil spending, although its per capita income level is much higher than lowest-spending Phoenix. 41 Nonetheless, the average real per-pupil spending figure of over $12,200 is 49 percent higher than the $8,200 the districts claim to spend. Real public school spending is 30 percent higher than the estimated median private school spending average of $9,400 ( Figure 6 ).
North Forest spends about $12,700 per student, the highest spending of the three Houston-area districts we examined. This real spending figure is 41 percent higher than the official figure. Houston comes in second place, spending over $12,500 per student, 49 percent higher than the stated district figure   12 The average real per-pupil spending figure of over $12,200 is 49 percent higher than the $8,200 the districts claim to spend. and the largest difference among the three districts. Spring Branch spends the least of the three, at about $11,400 per pupil (Table 7) . This fiscal year, Texas has done well relative to other states, closing a budget gap of just $3.5 billion, about 10 percent of the total general fund budget. There is no projected budget gap for next year, although with unemploy-
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Figure 6 Real Spending Per Pupil Compared with Figure Provided by Public Schools
Source: Notes for the figure are in Table 7 below, and the full references are in Appendix A. Like Texas overall, Houston is doing better than much of the country during this recession. It is, however, facing declining revenue and economic realities that are worse than previously projected, finding an estimated $103 million shortfall for this year. 43 
Conclusion
Public K-12 education consumes a larger chunk of each state and local taxpayer dollar than any other expense. More than one out of four tax dollars collected goes to the government-run K-12 education system. However, despite the importance of educating children and the huge expense it currently entails, there is a troubling lack of transparency in school budgets.
A typical citizen, even a relatively engaged and determined one, will have a difficult time discovering how much his local school district spends to educate each child under its care. Most school districts do not publish readily accessible information on per-pupil spending. And if a taxpayer is lucky enough to find a section on the school district website that states what is spent per child, it is likely that the figure will be misleading in the extreme.
We found that real per-pupil spending was on average 44 percent higher than the figure obtained from district publications or personnel. On average, the districts we studied spent nearly $18,000 per student, and yet claimed to spend just $12,500.
This disconnect between official accounting and reality raises troubling questions regarding democratic control of public institutions and the ability of citizens to determine whether or not they are getting what they are paying for. Especially during times of economic hardship, we must ensure that every dollar is accounted for and used efficiently. Citizens are losing their jobs and their homes, government services are being cut, and taxes are being raised. This is no time to lose track of how more than one-quarter of all state and local tax dollars are spent. There is no excuse for opaque and unaccountable public institutions in times of plenty, but our current economy makes this issue urgent.
We must demand a significant increase in school district budget transparency. Citizens and politicians deserve up-to-date access to basic information on school district spending. That might sound like a simple thing to achieve. But determining such basic facts as the total spending per-pupil in a district for the most recent school year often takes days or even weeks of persistent digging, calling, and calculating. Identifying fraud and general mismanagement of funds is even more difficult given the complexity of district budgets and the profusion of funds, funding sources, and programs.
We can, however, easily ensure that citizens and politicians have access to all the financial information necessary to ensure that government schools are financially accountable to the public. We can bring more light and clarity to district school budgets and provide the raw material for oversight, and empower citizens and their representatives, by mandating that school financial information be made clearer and more accessible via a standardized, searchable database at the level of every district and every state.
Toward that end, Appendix B presents model legislation for fiscal transparency in public K-12 education. 
This disconnect
Appendix A: Notes on the Per-Pupil Spending Calculations
This section provides the sources and method used to obtain a figure for the stated and real total expenditures per pupil in each district. The "stated" figure is the one that a citizen, journalist, or politician is most likely to find (or be officially presented with) at the district level. Often, school districts publish perpupil expenditure figures in one of their financial documents, available either online or in hard copy from the district. Many times, however, there are no published per-pupil spending figures at all, and district personnel must be asked to provide an official number. We have indicated below how we obtained the figure for each district in the subsections that follow.
Ascertaining the real spending figure is more challenging. Districts publish financial material in very different formats with different labels and categories. Since there is no common standard for reporting expenditures at the district level, our real expenditure calculations could not be uniform across districts. In every case, however, we closely examined district budget documents, tallying fund totals or using reported summary figures, subtracting expenses for adult education and community services and backing out fund transfers when required. Where possible, we also eliminated both preschool expenses and enrollment from our calculations. Sometimes this was not possible, however, because either preschool spending was not itemized, enrollment was not itemized, or both. In these cases, we left both preschool expenses and enrollment in the calculation of total expenditures per student. This will result in a more conservative (lower) per-pupil spending figure, as per-student spending for preschool tends to be much lower than for K-12. We have used the most recent, comprehensive, official budget documents available for matching real and stated district spending.
District spending documents are often confusing and difficult to decipher, and we have therefore often relied on the assistance of district budget officials. We have taken every reasonable precaution to ensure that we have correctly tallied total expenditures. However, district officials often object to total expenditure calculations-not due to mistakes in calculation, but because they believe certain expenditure categories should not "count" toward the total per-pupil figure.
As noted in the paper, such categories often include capital expenses, debt service, and health and retirement benefits. We argue that these are expenses borne by the taxpayer that are used to support the K-12 education system, and as such must be included, by definition, in a total spending calculation. In fact, the identification and inclusion of these often-hidden expenses is a key purpose of our calculations. Note: The DC Public Schools was contacted multiple times with a request for more detailed information regarding the grades and programs included in their official per-pupil expenditure figure, which appears to include preschool and possibly adult program enrollment and may include expenditures for these programs as well. No response to our inquiries has been received as of publication. 
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Phoenix, Arizona, Metro Area Data Sources and Notes
Los Angeles, California, Metro Area Data Sources and Notes
Washington, DC, Metro Area Budget Calculations
Table A8 Arlington
Chicago, Illinois, Metro Area Budget Calculations
New York, New York, Metro Area Budget Calculations
Houston, Texas, Metro Area Budget Calculations
Calculation of Median Private School Expenditure Estimates
The most recent estimates of national private school tuition come from the National Because the average is skewed by the existence of elite schools with often lavish and extensive grounds and facilities, as well as extremely expensive schools offering exceptional services to children with severe disabili-ties, I use the median rather than the average private school tuition figure: $3,500. Adjusting the median highest tuition figure of $3,500 to 2009 dollars brings the figure to $4,100. Since no historical median data are available to establish a median tuition trend over time, I use a trend in the inflation-adjusted average tuition and apply that to the inflation-adjusted median tuition value (calculated by Andrew Coulson). 44 Average tuition has been rising by roughly 45 This figure is then adjusted using metro-area-specific, per-capita personal income data from the Census to obtain a localized estimate of median private school costs in each metro area. (a) A comprehensive total for all moneys expended directly by the local education provider and any subsidiary under its direction, as well as all expenditures made on behalf or for the benefit of the local education provider or any subsidiary by any governmental or non-governmental entity; (b) A total for all moneys expended on adult education programs, not including expenses for GED or alternative high school diploma programs; (c) A total for all moneys expended on community services, which are defined as expenditures used exclusively for non-K-12 purposes; (d) A total for all moneys expended on preschool and early childhood services, defined as all services provided to children younger than the age required by the local education provider for enrollment in kindergarten; (e) The name and principal location or address of the entity receiving moneys, except that information concerning a payment to an employee of the local education provider shall identify the individual employee by name and business address or location only; (f) The amount of expended moneys; (g) The funding source(s) of the expended moneys; (a) May be downloaded by the user; and (b) Allows the user to systematically sort, search, and access all data.
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(3) The website shall contain only information that is a public record or that is not confidential or otherwise protected from public disclosure pursuant to state or federal law.
(C) The local education provider shall:
(1) Update the financial data contained on the website at least monthly;
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(2) Archive the financial data, which shall remain accessible and searchable on the website; (3) Post total expenditures as defined in Section 4(B)(1)(a), (b), (c), and (d) on the home page of the local education provider's website no more than one week after the official budget is adopted for the latest fiscal year and no more than one week after final, audited actual expenditure figures are produced. In the same section, post the estimated K-12 and pre-K if applicable average daily attendance figure for the most recent fiscal year budget and the audit actual K-12 and pre-K average daily attendance for the most recently audited fiscal year. Finally the per-pupil spending figure will be posted, as derived by the following formula, using figures, both the budgeted and audited, described in Section 4 (B)(1)(a), (b), (c), and ( 48. All local education providers should be covered by the mandate. However, exemptions could be considered for smaller providers that allow them to not maintain a full-scale, comprehensive, searchable database, but instead use the district webpage to grant complete and unrestricted access to internal financial data as used by the provider itself, so long as it is accompanied by a plain-language description of all terminology and codes used in said financial documents. Website technology is sufficiently advanced in ease of use and sufficiently modest in cost to ensure that the simple maintenance of a website is not beyond the means and abilities of even a single, small, and modestly funded school. It is suggested that school district personnel intimidated by this modest mandate might turn to its students for assistance rather than incurring the more substantial costs of Internet technology professionals.
49. Sponsoring lawmakers also may consider including other specific charter school authorizing agencies under the definition of "local education provider." Some states permit municipal governments, universities, or private nonprofit organizations to authorize charter schools. Only the specific department within any of these respective organizations that is responsible for charter school authorization should be subject to the mandate.
50. At the discretion of sponsoring lawmakers in their respective states, local education providers should be required to comply within a reasonable amount of time. The specified target date for compliance (e.g., January 1, 2010) ideally should be included in the legislative language. A staggered system of delayed opt-in deadlines also may be considered for smaller local education providers or for providers that do not currently have a website.
51. All sources of revenue (federal, state, and local tax revenue, as well as private donations and fees) should be included.
52. If local education providers or lobbying organizations argue that providing descriptions of expenditures would be too difficult, sponsoring lawmakers may consider setting up a delayed deadline for providers to comply with Section 4 (B)(1)(e). Still, it should be pointed out that a clear description of the purpose of an expenditure works to the benefit of the local education provider by forestalling confusion that may lead to public relations difficulties.
53. A unique identifier with each expenditure would make the data more functional. However, not all local education providers may use unique identifiers in their expenditure records. Without the qualifying phrase, it could create a costly and time-consuming mandate for providers.
54. "Open" denotes that the format is accessible by users through the use of free software. Local education providers can easily comply by exporting from Microsoft Excel or Quickbooks into an XML (Extensible Markup Language) or a CSV (CommaSeparated Values) file. The removal of the word "open" would allow providers to post an Excel or Quickbooks file directly to the website. Users then would be required to have a purchased copy of that software in order to use the database.
55. As written, local education providers are given the option to build their own database interface or to allow third parties to build an interface using the provider's data. The addition of the phrase "via a web-based graphic user interface" at the end of the clause would create a costly and time-consuming mandate for providers. While the addition of the phrase would ensure each provider had its own usable interface, it also would provide no guarantee of quality in comparison to interfaces that may be created by private third-party groups or individuals.
56. Ideally, data reports should be updated at least once per month, but states should have the discretion to adjust the frequency if necessary. In many cases, technology allows for the information to be easily updated on a daily basis.
57. An RSS feed is a simple and inexpensive tool to which parents, taxpayers, and other interested groups can subscribe in order to track updates to the local education provider's website in a convenient and timely manner.
